Dear Mr. Davies, 


Your article, "Can the New Mass Be Intrinsically Harmful?", 
_has been brought to my attention. It is rather surprising that 
anyone would write such a futile piece, but for it to come from 
you is a tragedy. You know that there is very little interest in 
the Novus Ordo Missae in Latin. And those who show this interest 
do so for sentimental or cultural reasons, surely not out of true 
devotion to the Mass. The Church is in the condition it is in 
because of the departure from sound doctrine, and the New Mass 
exists to submerge the doctrine of the Eucharist and to destroy 
all devotion to Our Lord in the Blessed Sacrament; which it has 
fairly well done. 


In your article you attempt to demonstrate that the New Mass 
as it is found in its 'Typical Editions' must be seen as suffi- 
ciently Catholic, acceptable, and obligatory, until the tradi- 
tional Mass is restored, and that the vernacular, parochial 
renditions of the NOM are "abuses" of the original form. This is 
simply not the case. Although it was understood that there would 
have to be an original Latin version of the New Mass, it was 
never envisioned that it would be offered in this form. 


Through your much research you know very well that the New 
Mass is the product of the Second Vatican Council. In the Decree 
on the Sacred Liturgy, Sacrum Concilium (Dec. 4, 1963), the 


machinery was established whereby the New Mass would become what 
we now see in the churches. It established: 
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1. that the Holy See should undertake a general 
reform of all liturgical, sacramental rites. From this authoriza- 
tion came the Concilium of avant-garde liturgists and Protestant 
‘theologians’, who formulated the NOM (Articles 50, 61, ff.)3 


2. national liturgical commissions which would 
see to the vernacularization and publication of the New Mass and 
all the other ritual, that is, sacramental, changes (Article 44); 


3. and diocesan liturgical commissions which 
would implement 
the new forms (Article 45). These commissions were established to 
forestall the opposition and/or procrastination of objecting 
bishops. Apparently there were not very many of these. 


There would have been no thought of either the national or 
the diocesan committees if Pope Paul with the other revisers had 
intended the Mass in its 'typical' version only. 


The whole concept of the revison of the Mass included a lit- 
urgy which would be radically different from the immemorial Mass. 
The Conciliar decree called for: 

1. a vernacular liturgy (Article 54) as part of 
the liturgical 'reform': "In Masses which are celebrated with the 
people, a suitable place may be allotted to their mother tongue;" 


2. a variable liturgy (Article 21), thus over- 
turning the traditional discipline: "For the liturgy is made up 
of unchangeable elements divinely instituted, and elements sub- 
ject to change. The latter not only may be but ought to be 
changed with the passing of time;" (Observe: Whatever might be 
changed ought to be changed, for no other reason than that change 
is something intrinsically good. This is the quintessential argu- 
ment of Neo-Modernism.) 


3. a didactic liturgy (Article 33), which must 
necessarily be in "the mother tongue": "Although the sacred lit- 
urgy is above ali things the worship of the divine Majesty, it 
likewise contains abundant instruction for the faithful." We now 
know that the New Mass was to be the chief instrument through 
which the religious sentiments of the people were to be reori- 
ented for the sake of the Cult of Man. 


Because of these terms, not only may we say that the Novus 
means its true form, but it can be argued that it is contrary to 
the 'spirit of the reform.' Those in power merely tolerate it, 
without favoring it. They do not encourage it for the obvious 
reason that the true intention of the 'reform' was to get rid of 
everything suggestive of the Old Faith. 
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Apparently, you have yet to realize that the 'reformed 
liturgy' represents a determined break with and a complete aban- 
donment of the Olid Mass, of its proper environment, and of its 
Catholic Eucharistic theology, even though you are perfectly 
familiar with the ‘Ottaviani Intervention.’ Your description of 
the New Mass offered at Brompton Oratory [London] means nothing 
else than that the priests and people there yearn for the 'good 
old days.' There is nothing in the New Mass that pertains to the 
tabernacle, kneeling, praying worshippers, Gregorian Chant, tra- 
ditional vestments, and all traditional Catholic symbols and 
appurtenances; which is to say, you cannot reasonably maintain 
that the vulgar form of the New Mass is a less authentic and less 
‘legal' form than that done in a traditional mode, for the very 
contrary is the case. 


You say: "No one present at this Mass could fail to have his 
heart and mind raised to almighty God by what is clearly a solemn 
and holy sacrifice." That is, if one made his judgment on the 
same bases that you made yours: the altar against the back wall 
of the sanctuary, sacred vessels once used by Cardinal Newman, 
“and the choir is perhaps the best in England." On such bases we 
could have no argument against High Church Anglicanism. 


The reason you feel obliged to make a case for the Novus 
Ordo Missae is that you have the idea that in its establishment, 
“the Church imposed a legal, moral obligation upon the faithful of 
the Roman Rite; and that this obligation cannot but be binding, 
as it is an exercise of the Church's infallible magisterium. 
There are several serious theological flaws in your argument. I 
doubt that were I to go into the matter at length, you would be 
swayed by the effort, for the simple reason that you have a fixa- 
tion with regard to the doctrine of infallibility. Suffice it to 
say that if the imposition of the New Mass represents an expres- 
sion of the Church's infallibility, then most certainly Pope St. 
Pius V's imposition of the 'Tridentine' liturgy does also. Now 
how are you going to reconcile these two acts which you have 
shown in your writings to be of two different theologies? 


The simple fact of the matter is that you are completely 
wrong in this matter. For one thing, the Roman Rite is not the 
universal Church; there are six other liturgical rites. And for 
another, Pope Paul VI stated explicitly that the introduction of 
the new liturgy did not represent an exercise of the Church's or 
his own infallibility (December 7, 1969). 


The first thing that must be insisted upon is that the impo- 
sition of the New Mass was unlawful and immoral. Unlawful because 
no serious effort was made to establish a valid law whereby the 
Old Mass would be replaced by the new one. The reason for this is 
that, while they kept talking about "revising" the Mass, what 
they were really doing was contriving an altogether different 
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‘rite.’ The effort was unlawful for the added and more visible 
reason that it was malicious, hence immoral. We know now that 
those in power had nothing but subversive intentions in transmut— 
ing the Mass. Anyone who doubts this has only to read your book, 
Pope Paul's New Mass, (something that I strongly recommend to 
you)- I hasten to add, paying any attention to the way 
you discard your laboriously gained information, only to misread 
it. If he needs further convincing, I suggest he read the story 
of the treatment accorded to Archbishop Marcel Lefebvre and the 
Society of St. Pius Xk. (I am in no way associated with the 
Society, but that does not prevent me from seeing pharisaism at 
work.) He will see that those in power in the Church, during and 
since the Council, have had absolutely no concern for the souls 
of the Catholic faithful. Neither does their fervid ‘ecumenism’ 
have anything to do with drawing the hapless millions of 
non~believers into the true Church. By now I would say that for a 
man of your erudition to deny these things smacks of 
obscurantism. 


Once it is recognized that the liturgical revolution was 
evil in its intention, the conclusion that the Catholic Church 
has in no way been active in this whole affair is inescapable. 
Those in power have shown that all that they have been doing has 
an anti-Catholic and irreligious motive. Any unity or reconcilia- 
tion among men which they have in mind is purely humanistic and 
masonic. The peace and harmony toward which they are bent and 
toward which they have bent the Church will be achieved through 
the suppression of all doctrinal verities and moral imperatives, 
Correspondingly, both the doctrine and the exercise of the pre- 
rogative of infallibilty are contrary to the Conciliar spirit. 
How could they claim to be exercising infallible authority while 
they are busy convincing the non-Catholic world the the new 
spirit within the Church deplores such authoritarian and 
‘triumphalist' concepts? 


Because they have shown that their intentions are subversive 
and perfidious, nothing that they do which in any way jeopardizes 
the faith imposes a moral obligation of any kind. The only obli- 
gation one can possibly have with respect to their legislations 
is to remove oneself from them. 


You state that it is unthinkable that the Church would 
introduce a sacramental form which would render the sacrament 
invalid. This is an exactly backward approach. You should say 
that since those in power have shown themselves to be militantly 
anti-Catholic, everything they do is suspect, and everyone is 
bound for his own salvation to keep himself aloof from their 
devices. Instead of concocting an argument whereby the people may 
justify their acceptance of these new forms on the ground that 
they are not unquestionably unorthodox nor undeniably harmful, 


you should be telling them they are in no way bound to accept 
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I conclude by reminding you, Mr. Davies, that it is one 
thing to suffer confusion of mind due to all the unhappy circum- 
stances of our time. No one blames you for that. But it is a 
serious matter for you to publish your jumbled notions and 
thereby to disseminate your confusion among others. Just because 
the laws concerning the publishing of theological writing are not 
currently being enforced within the Church does not mean that the 
moral obligations they express do not apply to ail of us. 


Yours very sincerely in Christ, 


Fr. James F. Wathen, OSJ 
November 30, 1989 
Feast of St. Andrew 


